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CHAPTER

I

INTRODUCTION

Individual differences in personality and behavior have
long been
the topic of considerable interest by theorists dealing with
problems in

psychology.

Cognition and cognitive processes have emerged as particu-

larly relevant research topics related to the study of individual differences.

Especially since ego psychology became the focus of theoretical

interest over the past several years, there have been attempts to develop
a comprehensive theory of personality including both conative and

cognitive factors.

Pervading this general trend in theoretical development were the
influences of genetic psychology and gestalt psychology.

Individual

differences in perception were found in classic laboratory experiments
such as Johnson's (1955) studies concerning judgement.

Growing out of

attempts to interrelate the many avenues that merged into this central

problem area (of comprehensive theory-building) was an interest in the
interaction of thought and psychological adjustment.

Later with the

growth of developmental psychology during the testing movement years, the
influence of motives upon thoughts seemed to take on significance to

associationists and gestalt psychologists.

A psychology of cognition,

clearly related to conative factors, thus emerged.
The operation of selective representation as a mediator of communi-

cation between the organism and its environment was proposed by
tive theoretician, Scheerer (1953)

•

a cogni-

The importance of this as an

assumption rested on the implication that cognition was a central process

which could dotermine behavior.

Both the self and the surrounding field

were seen in relationship, mediated by cognitive
representations.

The

broad spectrum of feelings, moreover, combined
with these representatives
to provide the organism with his experiences.

The environment could be

structured and restructured in thought, and problem
solving could be

conceptualized before it was undertaken.

How one went about adjusting

to his environment could be an individual matter
since what a person

learned was highly individualized and broadly determined
by one's
genetic, dynamic, learning, and social factors.

The concept of cogni-

tive style emerged as a relevant and theoretically rich topic
for

cognitive psychologists.

Such theoretical assumptions were highly abstract and required some

method by which they could be empirically defined.

Later there emerged

the work of such writers as Herman Witkin and his associates

vrho

were

concerned with the study of perception, thought, and adjustment as a

problem of developmental psychology.

According to these researchers,

one's perceptual, intellectual, motivational, emotional, defensive, and

social actions are characterized by a certain consistency

life."

—a

"style of

Individuality was a keynote in this theory of psychological

differentiation and personality development.

These writers suggested

that the "differentiation" concept, as related to personality development,

implied that with increasing growth and experience, psychological systems
become more complex and more integrated along with increasing speciali-

zation and segregation of personality functions.

The continuity or

stability of this development gradually becomes reflected in the
individual's style of adjusting to his surroundings.
Individual differences were rather consistently reflected in
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research relevant to the psychology of perception, according
to Witkin and
his associates (1962) who related them to the
differentiation hypothesis.

The findings of their investigations suggested the following
conclusions

regarding a cognitive style which they called field-dependenceindependence, described as follows (1962,

p.

80):

A tendency toward an analytical or global way of experiencing characterizes a person's problem - solving activities
as well as his perception. We have adopted the term
'analytical field approach* for the style of functioning
represented in both the perceptual and intellectual behavior
of an individual, which involves the ready ability to overcome an embedding context and to experience items as discrete
from the field in which they are contained. The term
'global field approach' has been suggested to describe the
styles of functioning that involves submission to the dominant
organization of the field and the tendency to experience items
as 'fused' with their background ....
Individual differences
are represented continuously along the analytical-global
dimension of experiencing, rather than constituting distinct
'types
'

The need for more research in this area to clarify the relationship

between field articulation and cognitive functioning was implied by Witkin
et al . (1962, Pp. 196-197):
It might be anticipated that the ability to overcome an
embedding context in the realm of conf igurative stimuli (as
in our tests of mode of field approach) would be related to
ability to overcome a context when dealing with verbal materials.
Contrary to expectations the results of several
studies suggest that there may be little or no relation
between these abilities ....

Though they appear similar in requiring the overcoming
of an embedding context, in ways which cannot now be clearly
specified, verbal tasks and tasks involving configurational
stimuli seem to explore different skills.

There have been investigations relating field-independence to verbal

learning that have produced contradictory results; further research was
thought to be indicated.

The present study investigates the relationship

between field-dependence-independence (field articulation may be used as

another way of designating this cognitive
style) and verbal learning.
It explores as well the effects of
learning conditions and potentially

conflictful words upon this relationship.

CHAPTER

II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Field Articulation as Cognitive Stvl a

The term, field-independence (field articulation)
has been described

by Witkin et al.

(1962) as referring to "the ability to overcome an
em-

bedding context" (p. 196) particularly that containing
conf igurative
material.

The field-independent person (in contrast to one
who is field-

dependent) is considered to demonstrate superior skill
in searching for
a relevant stimulus when it is contained within a
field of irrelevant or

distracting material.

According to Gough (in Buros, 1965) field-

independence more broadly involves "cognitive clarity," "an analytical
versus global perceptual mode" and "a general disposition to articulate

and structure experience"

(p.

89).

Factors included in the ability to articulate effectively are
speed of closure and flexibility of closure.

Flexibility of closure is

primarily measured by such tests as Witkin's (1950) Embedded Figures
Test (EFT) and later group forms of this measure.

Speed of closure is

primarily measured by the Concealed Words Test, developed by French et al.
(1963).

The reliability of the EFT (both individual and group forms)

has been shown by Jackson et al. (1964) to be very satisfactory.

These

investigators found that the group forms of the EFT have nearly as high
a reliability as the individual form, with the former tests showing

split half, test retest, and analysis of variance reliability coefficients in the high .90's and the group form showing a range of

reliability in the

.

80's.

Starting with the differentiation hypothesis (greater inner differ-

entiation is associated with greater articulation of experience in
general), Witkin and his associates completed a series of studios pri-

marily dealing with the cognitive style of field articulation.

They con-

cluded their initial work with the theory that field-independence was

a

rather pervasive dimension of personality with which were associated
certain consistent behaviors, such as analytical vs. global approaches
to the environment.

Later research has tended to extend this concept of field articulation and to support the validity of this concept.

Karp (1963) for

example pointed out that "from knowledge of one's relative level of

differentiation (greater differentiation leading to field-independence)
predictions can be made regarding aspects of his functioning in a

variety of areas including perception, problem solving, intelligence,

and personality" (p. 294).

Bieri et al. (1958), for example, showed that

arithmetic skill was related to field-independence.

Furthermore, Doyle

differential
(1966) found that cognitive style of field articulation and

concept attainment are related.

More recently Cohn (1968) studied the

relationship of field articulation and reading comprehension.
reported the following results (p.

¥??)'•

He

"Field-independence was posi-

of comprehension
tively and significantly correlated with those aspects
a problem, apparently
that required reorganization of a field to solve

cognitive activity rather
when the solution had to be found through new
external authority."
than through reliance upon experience and

Gorman

articulation upon the visual maze
(1968) studied the influence of field
field-independent and 16 fieldlearning (paper-and-pencil tasks) of 16

dependent Ss.

He found that the field-independent Ss
were significantly

better learners on these tasks than the
field-dependent Ss.

^anard

(1968) also found a superiority of field-independent S
s on tasks requir-

ing "percept maintenance" (i.e. memory),
with this group showing

significantly fewer disappearances of a fixated
stimulus.
Concept attainment as affected by cognitive
style was studied by

Dickstein (1968), who found greater efficiency in
concept attainment
among field-independent Ss than field-dependent Ss,
as measured by the
number of choices to solution, number of incorrect
verbalizations and
thoroughness with which attributes were evaluated.

This researcher ruled

out general intelligence as a major factor for this
differential perfor-

mance.

A similar finding was reported by Wachtel (1968) who showed
that

field-independent Ss were superior on sorting and visual learning tasks.
In addition Breskin and Gorman (1969) showed that field-dependent Ss

were more rigid in choosing alternative choices in a paired selection
test in which they were to choose which of two items they preferred.

In

general, the results of these studies utilizing a variety of research

designs and procedures showed that field-independent Ss were superior

to field-dependent Ss on tasks involving concept formation, reading
comprehension, visual image learning and related problems.

Other writers such as Rudin (1968) have suggested that fieldindependent Ss were more able than field-dependent Ss to shift from one
task where a particular percept was relevant to a subsequent task where
this previously relevant component was now irrelevant.

His interpreta-

tion was that field-independent Ss showed greater autonomy from internal

and external cues in their adaptation to the new task.

The assumption
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that such field-independent behavior is
generalizable to social adjust-

ment was supported by du Preez (1968) who
found that the ability to

adapt to change (travel outside of a given
rural area) for African
natives was a correlate of field-independence.

hypothesized by many (e.g. Bogo et al
.

,

Finally, it has been

1970; Gardner et al.

,

1959,

I960; Schimek, I968; Witkin et al., 1962; and
Zukmann, 1957) that per-

sonality defenses are correlated with field
articulation.

Included

among the field-independent type of defenses have
been intellectualization, isolation, and ego autonomy.

Among the defenses described as

features of field-dependence have been denial, impulsivity,
and greater

susceptibility to outside as well as internal experiences.

Field Articulation and Memory
It has been suggested that memory is also associated with field

articulation (Gardner et al .
£t al.

,

1962).

,

1959; Spotts and Mackler, I967; Witkin

Many studies have indicated that field-independent

individuals are characterized by better memory (Fitzgibbons et al
.

Gardner and Long, I96I; Gollin and Baron,

,

1965;

195^-).

Gollin and Baron (195^) for example, indicated that fieldindependent Ss were consistently superior in cognitive (verbal retention)
processes.

Basically field articulation seemed to involve the "ability

to make distinctions between aspects of a given field"

(p.

26l).

Field-

independent people, because of this characteristic, would appear to be
able to endow similar external stimuli with distinctive properties, thus
contributing to better retention, whereas field-dependent people may not
be as likely to do this.

According to these authors:
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Gestalt psychologists have likened the
processes involved
in retention to those operating in visual
perception.
They
have described retroactive inhibition (RI)
situations in terms
of figure-ground organizations and in this way
have accounted
for the superior retention of dissimilar
elements in otherwise
homogeneous material. The distinctiveness existing
between
successively learned materials influences their later
retention in the same way that the distinctiveness
existing between
aspects of the visual field influences their
perception.

Gardner and Long (1961) proceeded to study the relationship
between
field articulation and the ability to recall and recognize
words under

interfering conditions.

They found that field-independent Ss were

superior to field-dependent Ss in their ability to recall and
recognize
words from different lists.

It would seem that field-independent Ss in

learning two highly similar lists were better able to attribute dis-

tinguishing characteristics to the words in each list for better memory.
Based upon these findings it was predicted that field-independent Ss

would show superior performance to field-dependent Ss on recall and
recognition measures.

Another study, by Fitzgibbons et al. (1965), did not confirm the
overall finding of Gardner and Long (1961).

The Fitzgibbons study

showed that whereas field-independent Ss showed significantly better

memory for verbal material, field-dependent Ss were superior in their
memory for nonthreatening social material learned incidentally.

An

interaction of field articulation and incidental learning was thus found
in this study.

The results of such studies indicate the need to investigate whether

there is an overall relationship between field-independence and memory
for verbal material and secondly whether this relationship holds for both

intentional and incidental learning.

10

Intentional a nd Incidental Learning

Research in this area of study has consistently
pointed to the influence of instructional set upon learning.

As Postman (1964) suggested,

the distinguishing aspect between intentional and
incidental learning is
the presentation of formal instructions in the former
process.

This

researcher pointed out that instructions influence "differential
cue
producing responses, including deliberate rehearsal"

(p.

190).

Other discussions concerning differences between intentional and

incidental learning were early presented by Biel and Force (19^3).

They

reported that the learning alone was primarily influenced by instructional set and that longer memory for such materials as nonsense syllables under intentional conditions could be attributed to superior

original learning.

Eagle and Leiter (1964) represent another approach to the empirical

differentiation of intentional and incidental learning.

Using recall

and recognition tasks consisting of a list of 36 words, and three conditions

— intentional,

incidental and both

— these

investigators* results

provided support for their theory that "intention or motivation to

learn has only an indirect effect upon learning" and that "intention
plays an important role in learning only to the extent that it leads to
a plan that is effective for guiding learning" (p. 62).

More recently Dornbush and Winnick (1967) studied short-term inten-

tional and incidental learning of lists of words as a function of three
factors:

instructions, rate of presentation, and typo of retention test.

In contrast to the two theoretical approaches to the difference in per-

formance between intentional and incidental learning already presented,
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Dornbush and Winnick suggested that "an
essential difference betwe<
5en
intentional and incidental Ss is in the use of
additional representational responses by the intentional group"

(p.

608).

Following these

findings, it was predicted in the present study that
intentional learning

would lead to superior recall and recognition relative
to incidental
learning.

An interpretation of the retention of intentionally and
incidentally
learned material which relates it more directly to the
proposed experiment was presented by Scheerer (1953).

He defined incidental learning

as "a learning or behavior modification which occurs without
specific

motive or intent to learn the material or the activity in question"
(Pp. 9-10).

Incidental learning in contrast to intentional learning is

a more generalized or thematic process

and is a function of learned

habits of categorization or cognitive style.

Because the field-

independent person attaches more distinctive attributes to the components
of verbal material to be learned his incidental as well as intentional

learning are enhanced.

Again, this finding supports the present

hypothesis that field-independent Ss would show superior memory to field-

dependent Ss, particularly following intentional learning due to their
more focused attention and their greater tendency

attach distinctive

attributes to intentionally learned material.

Witkin et al«

,

(1962) reported their studies of the relationship

between field-dependency and learning based upon incidental and intentional conditions.

Since this research is similar to the present study,

it may be particularly important to describe it in some greater detail.
The first of the learning conditions was an incidental one and involved

12

the following procedure.

First, each child subject was
instructed to

identify the color of each one of
four words when they were presented.
Following this procedure, the subject
was required to recall the words
he had seen.
tion.

This task was followed by an
intentional learning condi-

A different set of colored words
were presented and the subject

was asked to remember the words he saw.

His recall was then measured.

These procedures were intended to test
the hypothesis that "children

with a relatively global approach are apt
to preoccupy themselves with
the particular aspects of a situation to
which their attention is

directed, whereas children with an analytical
approach are more apt to

deal with broader aspects of their surroundings"
(p. 1^2).
esis was confirmed.

This hypoth-

In addition, according to these investigations
in-

tentional learning and incidental learning were not
significantly
correlated, based upon intercorrelations between each type of
learning

with other perceptual and cognitive indices.

Field Articulation and Pp rceptual Screening
There has been an ample collection of evidence to suggest the

particular susceptibility of field-dependent people to social aspects of

their environment (Beller, 1958; Fitzgibbons, et al
.
Forman, 1965; Minard and Mooney, 1969).

,

1965; Konstadt and

Beller found that field-

dependent children relied more upon their social surroundings than fieldindependent children.

Fitzgibbons et al. reported that (p. 7^):

All the evidence taken together suggests an important
aspect of the field-dependont field-independent dimension can
perhaps best be understood as reflecting a social orientation
vs. a task orientation.
That is, within a given experimental
situation, the field-dependent Ss are more likely to be interested in and distracted by the many social cues present...
while field-independent Ss are more likoly to attend solely to
task relevant cues.
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Aborn (1953) and Messick and Damarin (196*0 found
that incidental memory
is particularly sensitive to the effects of social
cues, and the screen-

ing of threatening material shows up most in such
incidental tests.

More recently, reports by such writers as Solar and
her associates (1969)

and Riemer (1968) have suggested the greater social
sensitivity of fielddependent Ss.

In general this group has been found to be more
socially

compliant and more responsive to social feedback cues than fieldindependent Ss.

In fact, Riemer has even suggested that the greater

sensitivity to interpersonal cues shown by field-dependent individuals

may make them more responsive to the learning involved in therapeutic
relationships.
Because of a particularly sensitive reaction to negative social
feedback, (i.e. a disapproving examiner) field-dependent Ss have tended

to show a greater decrement in task performance than field-independent
Ss (Konstadt and Forman, 1965)*

Witkin et al. (1962) provided additional

evidence to support the idea that field-dependency and sensitivity to
social stimuli are related, especially as manifested in incidental memory (Aborn, 1953)*

Based upon this research, the present study hypoth-

esized that there would be an interaction between field articulation,
stimulus emotiveness, and learning conditions for recall.

Recognition tasks have been used by some researchers to tap the influence of perceptual defenses upon attention and cognitive functioning
(Bruner and Postman, I968).

Attention plays an important role in the

operation of perceptual def ensiveness according to Korchin (196*0.

Under

conditions of increased arousal, he suggests that one's attentional field

gradually narrows, particularly if the tasks undertaken involve both
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focal and incidental aspects.

Korchin goes on to say that:

"An

expected consequence of the reduced attentional
field is the relatively

greater restriction of incidental than focal
cognitive activity"

(p.

74).

Following Korchin's reasoning, it may be
inferred that potentially conflictful words, because they tend to narrow the
attentional field par-

ticularly under incidental conditions will be less
effectively learned
and retained.

This finding contributed to the hypothesis that
recall

and recognition of neutral words would be superior to that
of poten-

tially conflictful words and that the difference would change as
a

function of differential learning conditions.
Indeed, Minard and Mooney (1969) recently indicated that not only
does recognition for neutral and emotionally toned material differ, but

also that cognitive style affects the extent to which perceptual defenses
operate.

These researchers reported the findings of their study in the

following summary (p. 131):

Psychological dif ferentation (field-independent, analytical thought) is assumed to involve separation of emotion
from perception.
Findings supported this assumption as well
as previously criticized clinical investigations and an
interpretation of perceptual defense. Perceptual measures
of differentiation correlated (p <.025) with the degree to
which emotion altered the probability of tachistoscopic
recognition. Recognitions by poorly differentiated Ss included 22.4$ fewer emotional than neutral stimuxx (p <.05).
This type of perceptual defense correlated positively, as
predicted, with psychological defense serving to blot out
emotional experience. Verbal response bias, general accuracy, and verbal intelligence were controlled or unrelated
to findings.
These researchers suggested that field articulation affects the internal representations of potentially conflictful stimuli.

Field-

independent people were significantly superior to field-depondent Ss in
their tachistoscopic recognition of stimuli which were emotional in
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nature:

"Emotional arousal at any time during the formation,
storage,

or retrieval of stimulus representations may
alter them enough to affect

their contribution to the task of recognition"

(p.

138).

The altera-

tion of stimulus representations significantly affects
the recognition
scores of field-dependent Ss.

One might speculate that these results

involving a tachistoscopic recognition test would be applicable
to a
learning task including both recall and recognition where both
neutral

and potentially words were to be learned by Ss who were field-dependent
and field-independent.

It is presumed that field-dependent Ss show

inferior learning and recall of potentially conflict ful and neutral
words relative to field-independent Ss and that field-dependent Ss would
show a greater discrepancy between neutral and potentially conflictful

words than field-dependent Ss.

Recall and Recognition as Differential Measures
The recognition test was devised to parallel to some extent the

field articulation measure, in that previously presented words were sub-

sequently embedded within novel word contexts.

It seemed to be a

warranted hypothesis that Ss who were able to articulate perceptual

figure-ground relationships would similarly be superior in their ability
to discriminate the relevant from irrelevant words.
The reason for stipulating that intentional learning would be

superior to incidental learning with regard to the recognition measure
comes from several sources.

Two studies which supported this hypothesis

(Dornbush and Winnick, 1967; Eagle and Leiter, 1964) showed that inten-

tional learning was superior to incidental learning using
test.

a

recognition
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A logical rationale was the basis
for hypothesizing that neutral
words would show superior recognition
scores to potentially conflictful
words.

According to Minard and Mooney

(l 96 9 ), a

high degree of stimulus

emotiveness would be reflected in lowered
recognition.
The reasoning behind the fourth hypothesis
concerning recognition

was that an intentional set to learn
would be relatively less affected
by the potentially conflictful words than
the incidental learning condition.

A study which has some relationship to
this hypothesis (Aborn,

1953) demonstrated that an induced threat condition did not
affect the

intentional learning as much as incidental learning,
using both recall

and recognition measures.
We postulated the interaction hypothesis for recall rather
than
recognition

because it was believed that the effect of field articula-

tion would be much more potent when the differences between potentially
conflictful and neutral words and between intentional and incidental
learning, respectively were compared.

The principal reason for postulat-

ing the main effect of field articulation on the recognition measure was

that there was a parallelism between the discrimination of visual forms

and the discrimination between previously presented stimulus words.
This hypothesis was formulated hesitantly, because recognition measures

are so easy that other personality related variables may not have significant effects (Underwood, I969).

Statement of the Problem
This study investigates tho relationship between field articulation

and memory for neutral and potentially conflictful verbal material under
intentional and incidental learning conditions.
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Field articulation has been considered to
be a highly pervasive

dimension of personality that apparently accounts
for individual consistencies in cognitive behavior.

In the present study field articulation
is

measured by the Hidden Figures Test (HFT) (French
et al .

,

1963) a modi-

fied version of Witkin's (1950) EFT useful for
group administration.

In

addition a supplementary measure of field articulation
was the Concealed
Words Test (French et al .

,

1 9 6 3),

also a group test.

Ss who were above

the median on the HFT were considered field-independent
while those

below the median were considered field-dependent.

Ss who were above the

median on the CWT were considered high speed of closure Ss, and those

below the median were considered low speed of closure Ss.
The stimulus materials included 2 lists of words, each list contain

ing an equal number of neutral and potentially conflictful words.

These

lists were administered to the Ss under two learning conditions, inten-

tional and incidental.

In the intentional learning condition Ss were in

structed to learn the words in each list.

In the incidental learning

condition, the word lists were presented to the Ss with the instructions
to identify their grammatical classifications.

Following these learning

conditions, the Ss were asked to recall the words in List 1 and then the

words from List

2.

It was anticipated that field-independent Ss would be better able t

recall and to recognize the stimulus words belonging to the appropriate
list.

In addition it was anticipated that recall and recognition follow

ing the intentional learning condition would be superior to that following incidental learning.

Also, potentially conflictful words were

expected to be less well recalled and recognized than neutral words.
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Another hypothesis predicted an interaction
between learning conditions
and stimulus emotiveness.

In addition it was predicted that field-

independent Ss would show a greater difference
between the recall of
neutral and potentially conflictful words than
field-dependent Ss.

It

was also hypothesized that field-independent Ss
would show a greater

difference between intentionally and incidentally learned
material than

field-dependent Ss and that this difference would change as a
function
of the stimulus emotiveness of words.

Hypothese s

Recall
1.

Field-independent Ss will show superior recall to fielddependent Ss.

2.

Intentional learning will be superior to incidental learning.

3.

More neutral than potentially conflictful words will be correct
ly recalled.

4.

There will be a greater difference between intentional and
incidental learning for field-independent Ss than for fielddependent Ss.

5«

There will be a greater difference between potentially conflictful and neutral words for field-dependent Ss than for
field-independent Ss.

6.

There will be a greater difference between neutral and potentially conflictful words under the intentional learning
condition in contrast to the incidental learning condition.

7.

The difference between the recall of neutral and potentially
conflictful words will be greater for field-independent Ss unde
the intentional learning condition than for field-dependent Ss
under the same learning condition.

Recognition
1.

Field-independent Ss will show superior recognition scores compared to field-dependent Ss.
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2.

There will be superior recognition scores for words
learned
intentionally in contrast to words learned incidentally.

3.

There will be superior recognition scores for neutral
words
contrast to potentially conflictful words.

4.

The difference between recognition scores for neutral
and
potentially conflictful words will be greater under the inter
tional learning condition than under the incidental conditior

i
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METHOD

Subjects and Group Selection

One hundred and eighty undergraduate students
served as Ss for this

experiment and were initially tested in groups ranging
in size from
35.

Based upon their performance on the independent
measure (HFT)

sub-groups (ns^5 each) were selected for the experiment.

,

5 to

4

Two major

groups were chosen consisting of Ss who scored within the upper
and

lower 50# of the independent measure.

In each group, the former sub-

group was considered field-independent, and latter considered fielddependent.

For the purpose of additional analyses (to determine the in-

fluence of speed of closure on memory) the same Ss (the pool of 180) were

grouped according to their performance on the Concealed Words Test.
of four groups consisted of 45 Ss:

closure

Each

intentional learning-low speed of

and high speed of closure; and incidental learning-low speed of

closure and high speed of closure (Table 1).

Test Materials

Test of Field-Independence

French et al .

,

—

The Hidden Figures Test (HFT) developed by

(1963) was used to classify Ss into the 2 major groupings.

This test is a multiple-choice version of the Witkin (1950) Embedded

Figures Test, which can be administered to groups of Ss.

French et al .

,

According to

(1963) the HFT measures the degroo of one's field-

independenco-depcndence (ability to articulate embeddod figural contexts)
"The ability to keep one or more definite coafigurations in mind so as to

mako identification in spite of perceptual distractions"

(p.

9).
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations and t Ratios for

Scores on Hidden Figures Test (HFT) and Concealed Words
Test (CWT)
as a Function of Groups and Learning Conditions

Groups

HFT

CJT

Intentional
id-Dependent
(n=45)

M
SD

6.96
2.58

19.07
5.70

Field-Independent

M
SD

17.22
4.48

22.18
6.41

M

12.09
6.32

20.62
6.32

8.1 3
2.81

17.51
5.32

17.07
3.64

20.4-7

12.60
5.53

18.99
5.69

M

7. 54

SD

2.75

18.29
5-24

M

17.14
4.06
13.^1**

21.32
6.10
2.48*

Fi

(n=45)

Overall
(n=90)

SD

Incidental
Field-De pendent

M
SD

(n=45)

.Mild-Independent

M
SD

(n=45)

M

Overall

SD

(n=90)

5.71

Total Groups

Field-Dependent
(n=90)

Field-Independent

SD

(n=90)

t

Significant at .025 level

Significant

at .001 level
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The HFT consisted of 32 complex figures,
each containing one of a

series of 5 simple geometric figures
embedded within it.

Ss were

directed to locate one of the simple figures
within each complex design,
to select their choice from a choice of
5 alternatives, and to indicate

their selection on a special answer sheet.

The number of correct items

solved in 25 minutes was the score on this test
for each S.

This group

form of the Witkin Embedded Figures Test (EFT)
correlates highly with

Witkin's (1950) individual form, has a satisfactory
reliability range
in the nineties and measures similar factors to the
individual form

(French et al .

,

1963; Gough, in Buros, 1965, p. 89; Jackson et al
.

196^; and Tyler, in Buros, 1965, p. 90).

Test of Speed of Closure

—

The Concealed Words Test (French et al
.

1963) was used as a measure of cognitive flexibility and speed of
closure, a related factor to flexibility of closure (HFT measure,

primarily)
This test has been described as a measure of speed of closure by

French et al .

,

(1963).

Speed of closure was defined in the following

(p. 11):

The ability to unify an apparently disparate perceptual field into a single percept.

All of the elements in the presented field participate
in a unified closure. One simple differentiation between
this factor and Flexibility of Closure (HFP measure) is that
in Speed of Closure the subject does not know what he is looking for, whereas in Flexibility of Closure he looks for a
given configuration within a distracting field.
This test is composed of 50 partially erased typewritten words which Ss

were required to unify and recognize within a total of 6 minutes.
number of correct solutions constituted the score for this test.

The
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Tests of Memory

-

Two sets of 20 words (one of which was
neutral and

the other potentially conflictful) were
the stimulus materials for the
tests of recall (Weiss, 1 9 6?).

These words were selected from publica-

tions by Brown (1965) and Laffal (1952) and
they were all 6 letter long

and matched for L count frequency according to
the Thorndike and Lorge

UW)

norms.

Each of 2 lists (Lists 1 and 2) was then
composed of 10

neutral and 10 potentially conflictful words.

mixed in Lists 1 and

2.

These words were randomly

These comprised the stimulus material for the

incidental and intentional recall tests.

For the recognition test, all

40 words were randomly mixed with another 20 neutral and 20 potentially

conflictful words, matched for word length and L frequency count
(see
Appendices A, B, and C).

Procedure
There were two learning conditions in this study.

Ninety Ss (45

field-dependent and 45 field-independent) were assigned to each
condition.

Under the intentional learning condition the first task re-

quired Ss to recall each of 2 lists of stimulus words.

The second task

required Ss to recognize each set of stimulus words and indicate the

assignment of each word to its respective list.

For the incidental

learning condition the first test measured incidental recall on each of
the 2 lists administered to the other group, and the second was the same

recognition task.
Intenti onal Recall Task

—

This task was based upon studies of field

articulation and memory reported by Fitzgibbons et al. (1965), Gardner
and Long (19&1) and Gollin and Baron (1954).

Two recall lists were

presented on a tape recorder to the Ss at standard volume by E with the

2k

instructions that after 3 presentations
of a list, they were to remember
as many words as they could.

Each word list was read at a rate
of 1

word/2 seconds (Gardner and Long, l 6l).
9

Following the presentation of

both lists, Ss received a lined sheet of
paper with 20 numbered spaces

upon which they could recall the words.
The instructions for the recall task are
quoted from Gardner and

Long (1961, Pp. 306-307):
I am going to read a short list of words
to you.
Please
listen carefully and concentrate because I want
you to remember as many of these words as you can. I shall
read the same
list through three times in the same order.

Following immediately after the first part of the recall
task was completed, the following instructions were read:

Now I am going to read another list three times. Please
listen carefully and concentrate because I also want you to
remember as many words as you can in this list.

After List 2 was read, Ss received a sheet of paper and were directed
to
recall the words in List 1.

Five minutes were provided for this recall.

The same procedure was followed immediately after the recall of List
1,

this time requesting Ss to recall List 2 words.

Incidental Recall Task

—

Based upon the procedure used by Eagle and

Leiter (1964, Pp. 59-60) the incidental recall task required Ss to label
each of 2 lists of stimulus words (Intentional Recall Lists 1 and 2)

according to its part of speech.

Each list was presented three times on

a tape recording according to the same procedure as for the intentional

learning task.

Following the third presentation of List

2,

they were in-

structed to write down all the words they could recall from the first and
then the second lists, respectively.

They were given 5 minutes to

record (on lined sheets of paper with 20 numbered spaces) their recall of

25

List 1 and 5 minutes for the recall
of List

2.

For this task, the

following instructions based primarily
upon those of Eagle and Leiter
(1964) were read to the Ss.

You will hear a list of 40 words read
three times each.
The first time the list is read, listen
to it.
On the second
reading, after each word is read, mark
in the aporopriate
space below the letter N if the word is a
noun, the letter V
if the word is a verb, and the letter A
if the word is either
an adjective or adverb. Some words are
both nouns and verbs.
In such cases put NV.
On the third reading check your answers.
Iho words will be read rather quickly.
If you miss a word
just go on to the next space.
Do not write the words down.

Word Rec ognition Task

This task immediately followed the collection of

answer sheets for the previous test.

Ss in both received the same list

of 80 words consisting of a randomly mixed series of
words from Lists 1

and 2 plus 40 others already described.

They were instructed to:

Please write your name on this sheet. All the words in
the two lists are on this sheet.
In addition there are some
other words which were not in either of the two lists. Put
a »1« in the block in front of each word that you think was
on the first list and a '2' in front of each word that you
think was on the second list.
If you think the word was on
neither of the two lists leave it blank. I want you to mark
a »1« in front of ... /20/ words and a '2' in front of ...
[ZOj other words even if you have to guess at some.
Do not
erase.
If you wish to change an answer, draw a line through
it.
Go ahead.

(Gardner and Long, 1961,

p.

30?).

Scoring
The scores for both intentional and incidental recall tasks con-

sisted of the number of words recalled for List 1, List
lists together, and number of errors.

2,

sum of both

Recall of neutral and potentially

conflictful words were calculated separately for each task.
The recognition scores consisted of tho number of words correctly
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labeled for Lists 1 and
number of errors.

2,

separately, and for both lists together,
and

There were separate calculations for
neutral and

potentially conflictful words correctly
recognized.
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RESULTS

The following results are reported according
to the order of the

previous hypotheses, under the headings of Recall,
Recognition, and Speed
of Closure.

Recall
The first hypothesis predicted that field-independent Ss would
show

superior recall to field-dependent Ss.

This hypothesis was not confirmed

with regard to the number of words correctly recalled but was confirmed
in terras of the error scores.

As Tables ?, 8, and 9 show, results based

upon correctly recalled words were not significant.

For List 1, field-

independent Ss recalled 2.73 words correctly and field-dependent Ss recalled 2.77 words correctly.

For List 2, field-independent Ss recalled

2.76 words correctly and field-dependent Ss recalled 2.68 correct words

(Figure l).

With total number correct for both lists, field-independent

Ss recalled 5*^9 words correctly and field-dependent Ss recalled 5.^5

words correctly.

When errors of recall were compared between groups, the

superior performance of field-independent Ss was confirmed (Table 6), although total response, between groups was similar (Table 4).

Field-de-

pendent Ss made an average of 4.98 errors overall, while field-independent
Ss made 3*^3 errors on the average (Table 5)»

There was a significant neg-

ative correlation between field-independence and recall errors (r=-.27,
p <.02).
The second hypothesis stated that recall following intentional

learning would be superior to that following incidental learning.

This

hypothesis was supported by the results of analyses of variance performed
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on the number of correctly recalled
words for each list, separately and

together (Tables

?,

8,

and 9).

The mean correct recall for intentional

learning for List 1 was 3-60 and for
incidental recall, I.91.

For List

2, recall following intentional learning showed a
mean of 3.01 words in

contrast to 2.^3 words correctly recalled
following incidental learning.

Considering the total of correctly recalled words
for both lists, the

mean for intentional recall was 6.6l and for
incidental recall it was
4.33 (Figure 1).
The third hypothesis predicted a main effect of stimulus
eraotiveness

upon recall.

It was hypothesized that significantly more
neutral words

would be correctly recalled than potentially conflictful words.

This

hypothesis was supported by the results presented in Table
9 for the

combined total of correctly recalled words from Lists 1 and

2.

The mean

number of neutral words correctly recalled for both lists was
5.99 and
the mean number of potentially conflictful words correctly recalled was
4.96.

The fourth hypothesis predicted an interaction between field-

independence and learning conditions.
(Table 9).

This hypothesis was not supported

For Lists 1 and 2 combined, field-dependent Ss correctly re-

called 6.4? words following intentional learning and ^.52 words following

incidental learning.

Field-independent Ss correctly recalled 6.76 words

following intentional learning and k.lk words following incidental learning.

When errors were analyzed, no significant result appeared as Table

6 shows for the combined lists.

Field-dependent Ss made 5*67 recall

errors following intentional learning and ^.28 errors following incidental learning; field-independent Ss made ^.20 recall errors following
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intentional learning and 2.6? errors
following incidental learning
(Table 5).
The fifth hypothesis predicted an
interaction between potential con-

flictfulness of stimulus words and
field-independence.
was not supported by the results
(Table 9).

This hypothesi:
-S

Field-dependent S s

correctly recalled 5-96 neutral words and
5-03 potentially conflictful
words.

Field-independent Ss correctly recalled 6.02
neutral words and

4.88 potentially conflictful words.
The sixth hypothesis concerning recall stated
that there would be an

interaction between learning conditions and the
potential conflictfulness
of words.

This prediction was supported by the results
for both lists

combined, based upon correctly recalled words (Table
9).

As Table 2 shows,

under the intentional learning condition, an average of
7.36 neutral words
(Lists 1 and 2) were correctly recalled in contrast to
5.87 potentially

conflictful words; following incidental learning, 4.62 neutral words
were

correctly recalled whereas 4.04 potentially conflictful words were
correctly recalled, on the average.

Only for the intentional learning

condition was this difference significant (t-2.l6, p <.05).
The seventh hypothesis concerning recall stated that there would be

an interaction among stimulus emotiveness, field-independence and learning conditions, as measured by the number of correctly recalled words.
This hypothesis was not supported by the findings, as Table 9 shows.

average scores for correctly recalled words for each combination of
group, stimulus emotiveness and learning conditions appear in Table 2.

The
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Recognition
The first hypothesis indicated that
field-independent Ss would show
a greater recognition score for
all words than would field-dependent
Ss.

There was a trend in support of this
prediction.

Field-independent Ss

tended to show superior recognition relative
to field-dependent Ss as
Table 3 demonstrates.

The mean recognition score of the
field-independ-

ent group (11.6]) was higher than that of the
field-dependent group

(10.84), but only at a significance level of .07.

The second hypothesis applying to the recognition
task predicted

that there would be superior recognition scores for
both field-independent Ss and field-dependent Ss for words learned intentionally
in contrast
to words learned incidentally.

This hypothesis was not supported.

As

Tables 10, 11, and 12 show, the main effect of learning condition
for

the recognition task was not significant for List 1, List
2, and both
lists together.

The mean numbers of neutral and potentially conflictful

words correctly recognized for field-dependent and field-independent
groups combined were as follows:

List 1, 6.15 and 5.8?; List

2,

5.25

and 5.1^; and Lists 1 and 2 combined, 11.40 and 11.02 (Figure 2).
The third hypothesis concerning the recognition test stated that Ss

would show a greater recognition score for neutral than for potentially
conflictful words.

This hypothesis was not confirmed.

onstrates, this main effect was not significant.

As Table 12 dem-

The mean recognition

score overall was 11.2? for neutral words and 11.17 for potentially con-

flictful words.
The fourth hypothesis concerning recognition predicted that Ss would

show a greater difference between neutral and potentially conflictful
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Intentional
Learning

Field-Dependent
Field-Independent

Incidental
Learning

Field-Dependent

Field-Independent
8.5
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Figure 1.

PCI
N2
PC2
N+
PC+
Mean number of correctly recalled words as a function of
field articulation, potential conflictfulness, and lists
of words (N=Neutral, PC=Potentially Conflictful, l=List 1,
2=List 2, -HrLists 1 + 2).
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations
for

Number of Correctly Recalled Words
as a Function of Learning
Conditions,
Field Articulation, and Potential
Conf lictfulness of Words

^

QX2

Neutral

Confnctfnf

Intentional

Field-Dependent
(n=45)

Field-Independent
(n=45)

Overall
(n=90)

M
bD

7.07
3.69

5.87
2.79

M
SD

7,6k
3.??

5.87
2.90

m

?>36
3.72

5.87
2.83

SD

4.84
2.54

4.20
2!o7

SD

Incidental

Field-Dependent
(n=45)

Field-Independent
(n=45)

^e^ll
(n=90)

M

M

4. 40

3.89

SD

2.34

2*.45

M

4.62
2.44

4.04

5.96
3.34

5.03
2.58

6.02
3.52

4.88
2.85

SD

2.26

Total Groups

Field-Dependent
(n=90)

Field-Independent
(n=90)

M
SD

M
SD
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Table

3

Means and Standard Deviations
for Number
of Correctly Recognized Words
as a Function of Learning
Conditions,

Field Articulation, and Potential
Conf lictf ulness of Words

Potentially

r

Neutral

Conflifltfnl

11.2?

10.60
3-53

Intentional

Field-Dependent
(n^l5)

M
SD

2 '93
.

Field-Independent

M
SD

12.11
3-^6

n

Overall

M
SD

11. 79

n

3.22

3.35

M
SD

10. 69

10.82
3.00

M
SD

11.00
2.98

11. 56

M

10.84
2.04

11. 19

M
SD

10. 98

10. 71
3.26

M
SD

11. 56

(n=90)

69
3^10
.

l4

Incidental

Field-Dependent

(n^5)
Field-Independent
(n=45)

Overall
(n=90)

SD

2.71

3^04

3.02

Total G ronns

Field-Dependent
(n=90)

Field-Independent
(n=90)

2.82

3.26

11.6?
3.O5

Table k

Means and Standard Deviations for

Total Number of Words Recalled as a
Function
of Learning Conditions, Field
Articulation, and Tasks

fiecall

Recognition

Intentional

Field-Dependent

M
3D

18.42
3.65

54.93
Q.II

M
SD

17.76
6.08

56.67
8.59

Field-Dependent
( n=

M
SD

13. 31

5^. 73

3.92

9^9

Field-Independent

M
SD

11.04
4.59

56.96

M
SD

15.87
5.93

54.83
8.73

M

14. 40

56. 81

6.33

8.61

fo-W
Field-Independent
( n= ^5)

Incidental

W

(n=45)

8^3

Total Group s

Field-Dependent
(n=90)

Field-Independent
(n=90)

SD
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Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations for
Number
of Errors of Recall and Recognition
as a Function of

Learning Conditions, Field Articulation,
and Tasks

Recall

Recognition

Intentional

Field-Dependent
n=Z^)

(

Field-Independent
(n=45)

Overall
(n=90)

M
SD

5.67
4.28

25.07
8.01

M
SD

4.20

23-33
8.59

M
SD

4.93
3.6I

2 4.20

M
SD

4.28
2.74

25.27

M
SD

2.67
2.06

23.04
8.73

M
SD

3.48
2.52

24.16
9.13

M
SD

4.98
3.65

25. 17

M
SD

3.43
2.46

23.19
8.6l

2*.63

8.30

Incidental

Field-Dependent
(n=45)

Field-Independent
(n=45)

Overall
(n=90)

9^8

Total Groups

Field-Dependent
(n=90)

Field-Independent
(n=90)

8,73
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Table 6

Analysis of Variance of Number of Errors
of Recall (Lists 1 and 2) as a
Function of

Learning Conditions and Field Articulation

^rce

df

Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

Field-Dependence vs. FieldIndependence (B)

A x B
Ss/A x B (Error)

Significant at .001 level

SS

Ms

£

95.34

95.3^

on*
10 Jy

1

IO7.34

IO7.3/*

11.71*

1

.27

.27

176

9. 17

'

.03
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Table 7

Analysis of Variance of Number of Correctly
Recalled
Words (List 1) as a Function of Learning
Conditions, Field

Articulation, and Potential Conflictfulness
of Words

Source

df

SS

m
258.40

Between

Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

258.40

Field-Dependence vs. FieldIndependence (B)

1

.14

1

3. 80

3.8O

176

686. 16

3.90

Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

l

.34

.34

A x C

1

6.67

6.67

B x C

1

.22

.22

.13

A x B x C

1

.80

.80

.46

176

304.47

1.73

A x B
Ss/A x B (Error)

66.27**

#0 3

.98

Within

Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .05 level

Significant

at .001 level

19

3.85*
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Table 8

Analysis of Variance of Number of
Correctly Recalled Word!
(List 2) as a Function of Learning
Conditions, Field

Articulation and Potential Conflictfulness
of Words

Source

df

SS

MS

F

Between
xiii^fcjxi

U-Londi vs.

.incidental

1

30.62

30.62

Field-Dependence vs. FieldIndeDendence (ti)

1

.62

.62

.12

A x B

1

1.4/

1.47

.28

176

912.44

5.18

Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

l

85.0?

85.0?

A x C

1

3.02

3.02

1.82

B x C

1

2.34

2.34

1.40

A x B x C

1

.62

.62

.38

176

292.44

1.66

Learning (A)

Ss/A x B (Error)

5.91*

Within

Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .025 level
**Significant at .001 level

51.18**

Table 9

Analysis of Variance of Number
of Correctly Recalled Words
(Lists 1 and 2) as a Function of
Learning Conditions, Field

Articulation, and Potential Conflictfulness
of Words

Source

df

SS

MS

1

466.94

466.94

1

.18

.18

.01

1

10.00

10.00

.75

176

2335.60

13.27

Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

1

96.10

96.10

29.24*

A x C

1

18.68

18.68

5.68*

B x C

1

1.11

1.11

.34

A x B x C

1

2.84

2.84

.86

176

578.27

3.29

F

Between
Intentional
•iiwwuuiyuajL v<;
voi
Learning (A)

Tnf>i ^o»+«i
A-xiciGenL'ax

Field-Dependence vs. FieldIndepende nc e ( B)

A x B
os I A. x d ^Error;

35.18*

Within

Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .05 level

Significant at

.001 level
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance of taber
of Correctly Recognized
Words
(List 1) as a Function of
Learning Conditions, Field

Articulation, and Potential
Conflictfulness of Words

Source

df

SS

MS

£

Between
Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

6.94

6.94

1.18

Field-Dependence vs. FieldIndependence (B)

1

15-21

15.21

2.58

1

2.84

2.84

.48

176

IO38.96

5.93

1

8.10

8.10

2.97

A x C

1

.04

.04

.02

B x C

1

.40

.40

.15

l

5.88

5.88

2.16

176

479.58

5.72

A x B

Ss/A x B (Error)
Within
Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

A x B x C
Ss x C/A x B (Error)
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Table 11

Analysis of Variance of Number of
Correctly Recognized Word.
(List 2) as a Function of Learning
Conditions, Field

Articulation, and Potential
Conflictfulness of Words

Source

d£

S3

MS

F

r_

Between
Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

1.00

1.00

.23

Field-Dependence vs. Field-

l

7.22

7.22

1.61

i

.14

.14

.03

176

789.13

4.48

Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

1

3.80

3. 80

A x C

l

19.14

19.14

7.26*

B x C

l

4.67

4.67

1.77

A x B x C

l

6.14

6.14

2.33

176

463.76

2.64

j-nuoppnaeaco \&)
•

A Jt
v O
R
n

Ss/A x B (Error)

Within

Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .01 level

1.44

Table 12

Analysis of Variance of Number of
Correctly Recognized Words
(Lists 1 and 2) as a Function of
Learning Conditions, Field

Articulation, and Potential Conf lictfulness
of Words

Source

df

S3

z

Between
Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

14.40

14.40

1

49.88

49.88

1

4.44

4.44

176

2762.33

15.70

Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

1

.90

.90

A x C

1

17.78

17.78

B x C

1

2.50

2.50

.70

A x B x C

1

.18

.18

.05

176

624.64

3.55

Field-Dependence vs. FieldIndependence (B)

.92

3.

18*

-

A x B

Ss/A x B (Error)

.28

Within

3s x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .07 level

Significant at

.025 level

.25

5.01*

<0

Intentional
Learning

Field-Dependent
Field-Independent

Incidental
Learning

Field-Dependent
Field-Independent

B
(g

|cj

0

Jd]
c
A

B
D

A
G

A

Ml
Figure 2.

RPC1
RN2
RPC2
RN1+RN2
RPCH-RPC2
Mean number of correctly recognized words as a function
of field articulation, potential conflictfulness, and
words (W=Neutral, PC---Potentially Conflictful, l=List 1,
2=List 2, +=Lists 1 + 2).
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words following intentional than incidental
learning.
was supported (Tables
3 and 12).

This hypothesis

The interaction between learning
condi-

tions and stimulus emotiveness was
significant.

The mean for correctly

recognized neutral words under the intentional
condition was 11. 79, and
for potentially conflictful words was
11.14 whereas the mean for correctly

recognized neutral words under the incidental
condition was 10.84, for

potentially conflictful words 11. 19.

Speed of Closure
The results presented below refer to CWT-based
groups' recall and

recognition performance.

There was

'a

significant positive correlation

between the HFP and CWT tests (r=.26, p <.02).

These results may be

compared to the results of HFr-based groups in order to compare
performance based upon these different factors.

The following findings will be

presented according to the previous hypotheses.
Recall

—

As Tables 13, 14, and 15 show there was not a significant effect

of speed of closure for either of the two word lists when the number of

correctly recalled words were analyzed.

For both lists combined low speed

of closure 3s recalled 5.53 words correctly and high speed of closure Ss

recalled 5.^1 words correctly.

As Table 21 shows, <^rors of recall for

low speed of closure Ss (4.49) did not significantly differ from errors of
recall for high speed of closure Ss (3. 92).

Mean numbers of errors for

recall as a function of speed of closure as well as learning conditions

and tasks appear in Table 20.
There was a significant effect of learning conditions upon recall
(Table 15)

•

There were 6.6l words recalled correctly following inten-

tional learning and 4.33 words correctly recalled following incidental
learning.

IWe

was an effect of stimulus
emotiveness upon recall
(Table 1 5 ).
The mean number of neutral
words correctly recalled
(both lists) was 5 .99
and the mean number of
potentially conflicts words
recalled was 4. 96.
There was no significant
interaction between speed of
closure and
learning conditions (Table 1
For both lists combined,
5 ).
low speed of
closure Ss correctly recalled
6.6l words following intentional
learning
and
words following incidental
learning. High speed of
closure Ss
correctly recalled 6.6l words
following intentional learning
and 4.21
words following incidental learning.
There was not a significant
inter-

^

action according to errors (Table
21).

Low speed of closure Ss made

5.02 errors following intentional learning
and 3-8? errors following

incidental learning.

High speed of closure Ss made 4.84
errors following

intentional learning and

3. 09

errors following incidental learning.

There was not a significant interaction
between stimulus emotiveness
of words and speed of closure (Table
15).

Low speed of closure Ss

correctly recalled 5-9? neutral words and
5-10 potentially conflictful
words.

High speed of closure Ss correctly
recalled 6.01 neutral words

and 4.81 potentially conflictful words.
There was a significant interaction between
stimulus emotiveness of

words and learning conditions (Table
15).

There were 7.36 neutral words

and 5.8? potentially conflictful words correctly
recalled following intentional learning.

Following incidental learning 4.62 neutral words and

4.04 potentially conflictful words were recalled.
There was not a significant interaction of learning conditions,

speed of closure and stimulus emotiveness (Table 19).
means appear in Table 16.

The respective

BMisn

.. As Iable

„

5h0MS) there was

speed of closure on recognition.

^

a signifioant

^
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^

Lou speed of closure Ss
correctly

recognized 10.92 words end high
speed of closure Ss correctly
recognised
11.31 words. Ho significant
difference between
soores
found _
Low speed of closure Ss
ra ade 2
3 .8 7 errors and high speed
of closure Ss
made 24. 9 errors (Table
20).

^

There was not a significant
effect of learning condition
on recognition (Tables 17, 18 and 1
9 ).
Following intentional learning
H.i*

words were correctly recognized,
while 10.82 words were correctly
recognized following incidental
learning conditions.
There was not a significant effect
of stimulus emotiveness upon

recognition.

There were averages of 11.16 neutral
words and 11.07

potentially conflictful words recognized.
There was a significant interaction
of learning conditions and stimulus emotiveness of words, based
upon the number of correctly recognized

words (Table 1 9 ).

The mean for correctly recognized
neutral words under

the intentional condition was 11.6
9 , and for potentially conflictful words

was 11.14.

The mean for correctly recognized neutral
words under the in-

cidental condition was 10.63, for potentially
conflictful words 11.00.
There was a significant second order
interaction of speed of closure, learning conditions and stimulus emotiveness
which appeared for

List 2 on the recognition test (Table 18) but not
for both lists (Table
19).

The means for errors of recall and recognition (as a
function of

both lists combined) appear in Table 20.

The means for List 2 demonstrat-

ing the second order interaction based upon number of correctly
recog-

nized words appears in Table 22.
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Table 13

Analysis of Variance of Number
of Correctly Recalled
Words
(List 1) as a Function of
Learning Conditions, Speed
of Closure, and Potential
Conflictfulness of Words

oource

df

SS

MS

1

258.40

258.40

1

.80

.80

.20

1

.62

.62

.16

176

688.67

3.91

34

.34

F

Between
*uwin,iuiidi vs. .incidental

Learning (A)

Low vs. High Speed of
Closure (B)
A x B
<Ji>

J

H.

X 0

\,SjTTOTJ

66 . 04*

Within
Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

1

•

.19

A x C

1

6.67

6.67

4.03*

B x C

1

1.22

1.22

.71

1

.14

.14

.07

176

304.13

1.73

A x B x C
Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .05 level

Significant

at .001 level
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Table 14

Analysis of Variance of Number
of Correctly Recalled Word
(List 2) as a Function of Learning
Conditions, Speed
of Closure, and Potential
Conflictf ulness of Words

Source

df

ss

MS

£

Between
Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

30.62

30.62

5.92

Low vs. High Speed of
Closure (B)

1

4.22

4.22

.82

1

.14

.14

.03

176

910.18

5.17

Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictf ul Words (C)

1

85.07

85.07

50.73

A x C

1

3.02

3.02

1.80

B x C

1

.22

.22

.13

A x B x C

1

.07

.07

.04

176

295-11

1.68

A x B
Ss/A x B (Error)

Within

Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .025 level

Significant at

.001 level

Table 15
Analysis of Variance of Number of
Correctly Recalled Words
(Lists 1 and 2) as a Function of
Learning Conditions, Speed
of Closure, and Potential Conf
lictfulness of Words

Source

df

SS

MS

1

466.9^

466.9^

Lox* vs.

1

1.3^

1.34

.10

A x B

1

1.34

1.34

.10

£

Between
Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)
High opeed of
Closure (B)

Ss/A x E (Error)

176

23*4-?.

35.07*

09

Within
Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

1

96.10

96.10

29.18*

A x C

1

18.68

18.68

5.67*

B x C

1

2.50

2.50

.76

A x B x C

1

.01

.01

.00

176

579.71

3.29

Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .05 level

Significant at

.001 level

Table 16
Means and Standard Deviations
for Number of Correctly

Recalled Words as a Function of Learning
Conditions,

Speed of Closure, and Potential Conf
lictfulness of Words

Neutral

C^m^m

Intentional

Low Speed Closure

<-*s)

M
3d

^

7 09
7
2
3

lf5

:f

c

High Speed Closure
(n=4 5 )

M

7.244

c

SD

2|.i9

2!62

Overall

M

7.36
3.72

5 . 8?

(n=90)

SD

og

2.83

Incidental

Low Speed Closure
(n=45)

High Speed Closure
(n=45)

Overall
(n=90)

M

4.67
2.44

4.24

M
SD

4.58

3.84
2.15

M

4.62
2.44

4.04

SD

M
SD

5«97
3.13

5. 10

M

6.01
3.71

4.81
2.57

SD

2.46

2.38

2.26

Total Groups

Low Speed Closure
(n=90)

High Speed Closure
(n=90)

SD

2.85
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Table 17

Analysis of Variance of Number
of Correctly Recognized
Words
(List 1) as a Function of
Learning Conditions, Speed
of Closure, and Potential
Conf lictf ulness of Words

Source

ss

MS

F

Between
Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

6.94

6.94

Low vs. High Speed of
Closure (B)

1

.04

.04

1

10.68

10.68

176

1046.29

5.94

1

8.10

8.10

2.96

1

.04

.04

.02

1

.10

.10

.04

1

4.44

4.44

.16

176

481.31

2.73

A x B

Ss/A x B (Error)

1.1?

.

m
u±

1.80

Within
Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

A x

C

B x C

A x B x

C

Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .08 level

Table 18

Analysis of Variance of Number
of Correctly Recognized
Words
(List 2) as a Function of Learning
Conditions, Speed
of Closure, and Potential Conf
lictfulness of Words

Source

MS

F

Between
Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

1.00

1.00

.22

Low vs. High Speed of
Closure (B)

1

3.40

3.40

*

1

.47

.47

176

792.62

4.50

Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflictful Words (C)

1

3.80

A x C

1

19.17

B x C

1

3.80

A x B x C

1

18.22

18.22

176

452.53

2.57

r

0

•

A x B

Ss/A x B (Error)

.10

Within

Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .01 level

3.

80

19.17
3.

80

1.48

7.44*

1.48
7.09*

Table 19

Analysis of Variance of
Number of Corroctly
Recognized Words
(Lists 1 and 2) as a
Function of Learning
Conditions, Speed
of Closure, and Potential
Confliotfulness of Words

Source

df

SS

MS

Between
Intentional vs. Incidental
Learning (A)

1

32.40

32.40

1.76

Low vs. High Speed of
Closure (B)

1

13.61

13.61

.74

1

7.51

7.51

.41

176

3241.58

18.42

1

.71

.71

1

18.68

18.68

1

2.84

2.84

.81

1

4.01

4.01

1.44

176

617.76

3.51

A x B
Ss/A x B (Error)

Within
Neutral vs. Potentially
Conflict ful Words (C)
A x C
B x C

A x B x C
Ss x C/A x B (Error)

Significant at .025 level

.20

5.32*

Table 20

Means and Standard Deviations
for Number of Errors
of Recall and Recognition as
a Function of Learning

Conditions, Speed of Closure and
Tasks

Groups

Recall

Intentional

Low Speed Closure
(n=45)

High Speed Closure
(n=45)

M
SD

5.02
3-31

24.04
8.20

M
SD

4.84
3.92

24.36
8.50

M
SD

3.87
2.82

23.69
9.92

M
SD

3.09
2.14

24.62
8.36

M

4.44

SD

3.11

23.87
9.05

M

3.97
3.26

24.49
8.38

Incidental

Low Speed Closure
(n=45)

High Speed Closure
(n=45)

Total Groups

Low Speed Closure
(n=90)

High Speed Closure
(n=90)

SD

55

Table 21

Analysis of Variance of Number
of Errors of Recall
(Lists 1 and 2) as a Function
of Learning Conditions,

Speed of Closure, and Potential
Conflictfulness of Words

Source

df

SS

Ms

p>

Intentional vs.
Incidental Learning (A)

1

95.34

95.3^

9.84*

Low vs. High Speed of
Closure (B)

1

14.45

14.45

1.49

1

2.01

2.01

.21

176

1705.60

9.69

A x B

Ss/A x B

Significant at .005 level

Table 22

Means and Standard
Deviations for Nu.be,
of Correctly
Recognized Words (List
2) as a Function
of Learning

Conditions, Speed of Closure
and Potential

Conflictfulness of Words

Groups

.Neutral

Potentially
Conflictful

Intentional

Low Speed Closure
(n=45)

High Speed Closure

M
SD

5.11
1.98

5-51
1.93

2.06

4.?3
1.79

5.0?
1.86

5.49
2.08

4.56
1.34

5.47
1.90

M

Incidental
Low Speed Closure

M
SD

High Speed Closure
(n=45)

M
SD

CHAPTER

V

DISCUSSION

Recall
The first hypothesis
relevant to recall predicted
superior fieldindependent Ss- performance
to that of field-dependent
Ss.
No Signifi .
cant difference was found
when the number of correctly
recalled words
were analyzed. However,
it was found that
field-dependent Ss erred
significantly more often than
field-independent Ss, despite
equivalent
response rates. In addition,
a negative correlation
was found between
the number of recall errors
and the degree of one's
field-independence.
The implication of this result
is that the more an
individual is fieldindependent, the more precise is
his memory for the component
elements
of stimulus words, and the
more he can eliminate erroneous
intrusions
from his recall. This f lnding
suggests that

^

^^

articulate the relevant aspects of
a complex visual task (is
more fieldindependent), the more precise will
be his performance on tasks
involving

memory for unconnected words.

A possible explanation for the
inferior precision of recall of the
field-dependent Ss could be their relatively
more diffuse and global
attention, a feature discussed by Witkin
et al. (1962).

This suggested

explanation has support from studies by
Fitzgibbons et al. (1965),
Gardner and Long (1961), and Gollin and Baron
(1954) dealing with the
more focused attention and associated good
memory of field-independent
people.

The global-diffuse attention of field-dependent
people is re-

flected in their errors of recall, particularly
involving substituting
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words fro. the alternate list
and making erroneous
modifications of
learned content such as making
singular words plural, changing
tense, and
substituting associatively related
words for the original ones
(e.g.,
obtain, attain; attack, injure;
grassy, greasy; guilty, convict).

variable of field-independence thus
has some effect on memory.
considers this factor to be a
personality variable (Witkin et al
it may be an important predictor
of cognitive performance.

The

If one
. ,

1 962),

Further anal-

yses should be carried out in other
sophisticated research studies

designed to identify precisely the kinds
of errors likely to be made by

field-dependent people.

Further discussion of possible reasons
for this

study's failure to replicate the results
of Gardner and Long (l96l),

Gollin and Baron (195*0 and Fitzgibbons et al.
(1965) will be offered
below with regard to the interaction between field
articulation and typo
of stimulus word.

There also seems to be a difference between the extent
to which intentional and incidental learning influence subsequent recall.

I n this

study it was found that intentional learning led to more
accurate recall
of both neutral and potentially conflictful stimulus material
by field-

dependent and field-independent Ss.

Such an effect had been predicted

from the results of such studies as Postman (1964) who found that formal
instructions facilitated rehearsal, Biel and Force (19^3) who reported
that original learning was enhanced by intention, and Dornbush and

Winnick (1967) who suggested that intentional learning facilitates representational responses.

The present results support the conclusions of

these authors that intentional learning is superior to incidental learning,

Another significant finding concerned the effect of stimulus emotiveness upon recall.

Potentially conflictful words significantly decreased
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correct recall.

ft. effect of affectively
toned content upon free
association and memory have long
been a topic of study
(Bousfield, 19M;
Carlson, 1 95 .; Sriksen, 1
95 2; Gosset, 1 9 66; and Osgood,
1 953 ).
The
literature suggests that higher
recognition thresholds and
reduced verbal
productivity are associated with
unpleasant stimulus material.
The
process of perceptual screening
may be associated with
selective attention.
The former process results
in the screening out of
perceived

threatening material in order to
keep out unpleasant content
from consciousness, thus reducing the
learning and recall of such
content.
The fourth hypothesis, predicting
an interaction between field-

independence and learning conditions was
based upon the assumption that
field-independent Ss would be less likely
to respond differentially to
the effects of intentional and
incidental learning conditions than

field-dependent Ss.

This assumption followed Scheerer's
(1953) theory

that incidental learning was a function
of cognitive style.

Since

field-dependent people are more apt to react to
their surroundings

globally (in contrast to focused approach
of field-independent people),
it was expected that they would show less
difference between recall

under the incidental than under intentional
learning conditions, with
respect to the field-independent group.

This interaction was not found,

however, in the present results; thus, the hypothesis
was not supported.
The predicted interaction of field-independence
and stimulus

emotiveness (fifth hypothesis) was not supported by the present
findings.
This prediction was based upon the assumption that both groups
of Ss

would be affected by the potentially conflictfulnoss of words, but that
field-independent Ss would be less affected than field-dependent Ss.

^
^ ^
^^ ^
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This assumption was
inferred frora the resljlts
rf
(1968), Konstadt and F
(1965)> and

„»„

AWn

^

create, sensitivity of
field-dependent people to
social-emotive stimulus
-terial. It was expected
sinoe

^

^

^

would be more anxiety
arousing for field-dependent
Ss, their learning
would be less efficient
than that of field-independent
Ss.
A possible
reason for this hypothesis
not being supported by
the findings may be
that the effect of
field-independenoe

was not as potent a
factor as that

of potentially conflictful
words.

Since the effect of such
words did

load to a significant decrement
of recall performance of
both groups,
this effect was not reduced
significantly by the expected
superior performance of field-independent Ss,
relative to field-dependent Ss.
The sixth hypothesis predicted
that there would be a greater
difference between the recall of
neutral and potentially conflictful
words following intentional
learning than following incidental
learning.
This prediction was based upon
the theory that the most efficient
recall
would be for neutral material learned
intentionally, relative to inci-

dentally learned material and potentially
conflictful words.

It was

also expected that the recall of
potentially conflictful words following
intentional learning would be superior to
incidentally learned poten-

tially conflictful material.
theory.

The results of this study supported
this

Perhaps, even with the instructional
set's facilitating effect

upon neutral words, perceptual screening
inhibited the relative increase
of potentially conflictful words, and,
thus, less learning of those

words took place.

This implies that with intentional learning,
there is

an effect duo to the nature of the material to
bo learned.

On the other

hand, incidentally
learned content ±s less

types of stimulus content.

^
^
^

The seventh hypothesis
predicted that there „ ould

-ng
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^

^^

field-independence, learning
conditions, a „d

It was expected that
the interaction between
learning oonditions and
sUmulus emotiveness would
chan g e as a function o
f field-independence
vs.
field-dependence. This prediction
was based upon the
assumption that
field-dependent people might
be more affected by
potentially oonfliotful
words under incidental
learning conditions than
field-independent Ss
(Aborn, 1953; Fitzgibbons
al. 1 96 5 ; Messick and
Damarin, 1964). Although stimulus emotiveness,
learning conditions, and
field-independence

*

were in themselves significant
factors, the influence of each
factor was
not a function of the associated
effects
of the other two factors.

This

finding might be interpreted to
mean that the dimension of
field-

independence was not a significant
enough factor to alter the
interaction
of learning condition and
stimulus emotiveness.

Recoznj ti on

The first hypothesis concerning
recognition predicted the superi-

ority of field-independent Ssrecognition in contrast to the performance
of field-dependent Ss.

This hypothesis was based upon the
assumption

that field-independent people would
demonstrate memory superior to field-

dependent people due to their more differentiated
cognitive style (field
articulateness) and more focused attention (Witkin
et al .

,

1962).

The

present results suggested a trend for the superior
recognition of field-

independent Ss.

It is notable that this trend agreed with the
previously

reported result that field-independent Ss made fewer recall
errors.
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The seco.d hypothesis

ma

that

intenUoMi iearaing

^ ^

zested in superior recognition
relative to incidental
learning.
prediction was based upon the
assumption that the reco
g nition

^

Ihis

test wouid
the extent to which
learning was maintained as
a function of the
differential learning conditions,
since intentional learning
was considered to be superior to
incidental learning (Biel
and Force, 19^3,
Dornbush and V/innick,
1967; Eagle and Leiter,
1*4). However, the
present results indicated
that whether stimulus words
were learned intentionally or incidentally did
not differentially affect
subsequent
recognition performance. Apparently,
there tends to be enough
retention
of incidentally learned material
to make recognition following
each
learning condition equally efficient.
This finding contrasts with
the
previous results that recall
following intentional learning was
superior
to that following incidental
learning. Perhaps this difference
was due
to the nature of the different
response measures; in one case, the S

-sure

had to recall spontaneously the
stimulus .material that he had learned
(recall test) and in the other condition,
he simply had to discriminate
the original words from irrelevant words
among which they were embedded

(recognition test).
The third hypothesis concerning recognition
predicted that poten-

tially conflictful words, in contrast to
neutral words, would cause

significant decrement in recognition.

a

It was assumed that the recogni-

tion measure would tap the influence of perceptual
screening (Bruner and
Postman, 1968).

It was expected that the unpleasantness associated
with

potentially conflictful words would lead to a narrowing of
attention
(perceptual screening) during original learning and a subsequent
decrement
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in memory (i.e., recognition).

The present findings did
not support

this hypothesis.

Apparently, recognition, in
contrast to recall (which
was affected by the potential
conflictf ulness of words),
is less

able to the decremental
influence of emotive words.

recognition may simpl y be a less
sensitive
is free recall.

„

e

On the other hand,
&f

^

^

It seems that being confronted
by potentially conflict-

ful words on a recognition task
can allow for their identification,

whereas in the recall test, the
unpleasantness of words can be a
contributing factor leading to their
being screened" out of consciousness.
The last hypothesis in this
section proposed that there would
be a

greater difference between the
recognition of neutral and potentially
conflictful words following intentional
learning than between the same
types of words following incidental
learning.

It was predicted that

formal instructions (intentional learning
condition) would facilitate

learning and enhance retention, particularly
of neutral words.
factors responsible for this superior learning
might include:

The

rehearsal

(Postman, 1964), superior representational
responses (Biel and Force,
19^3, facilitating a plan to guide learning (Eagle and Leiter,
1964),

or some combination of these.

present findings.

This hypothesis was supported by the

Apparently the incidental learning and subsequent

recognition of neutral words was relatively reduced in
comparison to that
of potentially conflictful words, while the intentional
learning of

neutral words was relatively superior to that of -potentially conflictful
words.

Aside from the significant result using the error score as dependent variable, it would seem essential to try to explain the difference
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between the results of the
present study which found
no relation between
field articulation and memory
and those of Gardner and
Long (1*1) which
did find a significant
relationship.

This investigation made
use of a

group form measure for evaluating
field articulation, the HFT
(French
et al., 1963) in comparison
to the Gardner and Long
(l 9 6l) study which
used the individual form of
the EFT (Witkin et al.,
1% 2). I n addition
to this difference, the procedure
for administering the individual
form
is slightly different from
the group form.
In the individual form the
S has to find an embedded
figure on the basis of his remembering
a pre-

viously exposed stimulus figure; in
the group form the S can look
back
and forth from the stimulus figure
to its context.
Possibly there may
have been a difference in the selection
of S s who were high and low on

field articulation given these different
measures and thus may have in-

fluenced the results.

Another difference was in the stimulus materials.

This study uti-

lized two types of words-neutral and potentially
conflictful, whereas
the study by Gardner and Long (1961) included
only neutral words.

Possibly the effect of the potentially conflictful
words was so strong
that the field articulation variable would not be
sufficiently potent to

create relevant results.

The implication is that field articulation as

a cognitive style is not sensitive to potentially
conflictful words,

with both field-dependent and field-independent Ss showing approximately
similar memory for these words.

For the same reason the interaction be-

tweon field articulation and potential conflictfulness of words possibly
would not occur as predicted because the two types of words were mixed
in each list; the potentially conflictful words in each list would cause
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»ore or less equivalent

perform

of the two groups.

Consequently
the expected differential
between field-independent
and field-dependent
Ss on the neutral words
(as demonstrated by
Gardner and Long, 1961)
i„
favor of the field-independent
Ss did not occur,
briber research should
be done where the two
types of words would be
administered separately,
first in order to substantiate
the influence of potentially
conflictful
words on field articulation
and secondly to test if there
is support for
the results.

The results of the present study
are also discrepant with those
of
Gollin and Baron (l 95 4) who showed
that field-independent Ss were
better
able to recall two lists of
nonsense syllables, successively
exposed than
field-dependent Ss. In the Gollin and
Baron (l 95*0 study the Gottschaldt

figures test (an individual test also)
was employed for Ss' selection,
thus introducing some variation
between this method of subject selection

and the present study.

The type of stimulus material were also
different

from the present use of potentially
conflictful stimulus words.
these variations in design may have led to
their finding

a

Possibly

relationship

between field-independence and memory.
The Fitzgibbons et al. (1965) study showed that
field-independent Ss

did better than f ield-ut-pendent Ss on a focal task
involving digit symbol
substitution.

With regard to an incidental condition this study further

demonstrates:

(a) field-dependence and memory for social words
were

positively correlated, (b) field articulation and memory for neutral
words were not correlated.

A tentative conclusion might be that memory

for social words would be related to field-dependence, whereas poten-

tially conflictful words used in the present study were so threatening
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as to similarly affect
fi el d . dopend e n t and
field-independent group3 .

further study that seems
to folloH f rora this

^Id-independent and

f iel d - da pend ent Ss
on neutral, social-neutral,
an d

potentially conflicts wor ds
.
of wor d

^

,

Each list shoul d contain
only one type

an d they shoul d be learned
to criterion by the
efferent groups

,

of Ss.

Speed of

CI n<;i^ 0

The discussion in this section
concerns the performance of
high an d
low spee d of closure groups.
Earlier it was suggestea that
the ability
to restructure one-s cognitive
field and to maintain memory
might
involve each of two factors,
field-dependence-independence (flexibility
of closure) and speed of closure.

The following report deals with
the

latter factor.
Speed of closure was found to be a
less significant factor than

field-dependence-independence with regard to consistency
of cognitive
behavior.

When Ss were classified according to CWT
performance, error

scores (previously distinguishing
field-dependent and independent groups
on the recall test) did not discriminate
between high and low speed of

closure groups.

In addition, the effect of closure speed upon
recog-

nition was not significant, in contrast to the
trend of field-independence
influencing this measure.
The same points discussed for HFT based groups concerning
the main

effects and interaction of learning conditions and stimulus
emotiveness

apply to the findings concerning recall and recognition for the
CWT based
groups.

The reader is referred to this earlier discussion.
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The only CWT additional
signifioant finding was the
seoond order
interaction on List 2. Sinoe it
occurred only on List 2, and
did not
combine on the combined lists,
one would hesitate to
attribute much value
or importance to it. However
if one were to speculate,
a rather risky
procedure, it might be said that
the speed of closure aspect
of fieldindependence significantly alters the
interaction of stimulus emotiveness
and learning conditions. The rapidity
with which one can complete

incomplete words is related to the skill
with which he can recognize
neutral vs. potentially conflictful words
following two learning conditions.

It must be reiterated that this
interpretation is offered most

reluctantly.

With regard to having no significant findings
using the CWT as compared to the significant findings where the
HFT was employed, it may be

concluded that flexibility of closure (operationally
measuring field
articulation) is a better predictor of error performance
in verbal recall than speed of closure.

To support this is the following quotation:

"... the evidence now available on the relation
between field dependence

and speed of closure suggests that these dimensions may refer
to dis-

tinctly different aspects of perceptual functioning" (Witkin et al.
1962, p. 57).

Conclusions
The findings indicated that field articulation was a significant

factor in determining the cognitive performance as well as perceptual

performance of Ss.

Both recall (measured in terms of number of errors)

and recognition (based on number of words correctly recognized) were in-

fluenced to some extent by the degree to which individuals were

predominant!, field-independent
or dependent.

Differential cognitive

style was considered to
account for the findings.

Field-independent Ss
erred significantly less
than field-dependent Ss
on recall measures and
tended to be higher than
their counterparts in
number of words correctly
recognized. Although in itself
a rather significant
factor, fieldindependence was not found to
alter the decrements effect
of stimulus
emotiveness upon recall or
recognition. Neither did it
seem to be a
strong enough factor to alter
the effect of differential
learning conditions upon recall or the
interaction of learning conditions
and stimulus emotiveness upon recall or
recognition.
'

The effects of learning conditions
were found only for recall.
This measure seemed to tap the
degree of original learning.

Recognition,

apparently a less sensitive measure of
memory, was not significantly
affected by the manner in which words
were originally learned.
Stimulus-emotiveness also showed a significant
effect upon recall,

particularly recall based upon incidental
learning.

Overall recognition

was not significantly influenced by
whether a word was neutral or poten-

tially conflictful, although stimulus
emotiveness did interact with
learning conditions with neutral words learned
intentionally best
recognized.

Speed of closure was found to be positively
correlated with the cognitive style of field-independence.

Although it is correlated with

flexibility of closure, its overall effect only supplemented
the former
factor.

ness

Speed of closure interacted with learning and stimulus emotive-

and was most effective (incremental) when associated with inten-

tional learning and neutral stimulus material.
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It may be concluded that
field articulation influences
both percep-

tual and cognitive performance.

Likewise the conditions
under which

learning takes place, the
affective type of content
learned under such
conditions and the way in which
memory is measured (recall or
recognition) are all relevant and
pertinent aspects of experimentation
within
the field of cognitive psychology.

70

REFERENCES

Ab0rn

Uon

O^S^LrtW^ if? - - - ^
.?

lea ™in6 .

1943, 32, 52-63

ifflmL.t>r

11

Bcwrl^

r ,_ 1:r^

P..

M
W
^l^P S^;
— ^Mf!!^

Bieri, J., Bradburn, Wendy M.
and Gal ins kv
,
perceptual behavior.
!IS

D

gE

Bogo, N.

,

Winget, Carolyn, and Gleser

-Ptual styles.
A>

^'tonti
t0nGd

itemS '

!f;

ces in

-'-'-i sat,

'

G«i^«-

iM^^r

p

6mpirical Stud of the production
^
^^Oal
of General Psychology,
1

,

W

of affectively
,
30, 205-2I5.

Bruner, J. and Postman L.
Perception, cognition and behavior.
S ' bruner and D. Krech (Eds.),
PercjEtipiL^^
symposium . New York: Greenwood Press,
1968, Pp. 1^-31.
Buros

The_sixth mental meas urements yearbook
0. K.
Gryphon Press, 1965, Pp. 89-90.

.

In

New Jersey:

a
~

The

Carlson, V. R
Individual differences in the recall of
word-associationt,est words.
Journal of Personality I954,
,

22,

77-8?.

Cohn, M. L.

Field dependence-independence and reading
comprehension.
D issertation Abstracts 1968, 29(2-A),
,

4?6-47?.

Dickstein L. S. Field independence in concept
attainment.
and Motor Skills, 1968, 22, 635-642.

Perceptua l

Dornbush, Rhea L. and Winnick, Wilma A, Short-term
intentional and incidental learning. Journal of Experimental Psv^nl ngy,
1967.
73
7 f
'
608-611.

^

Doyle, J. F.
The effect of cognitive style on the ability to attain concepts and to perceive embedded figures.
Dissertat ion Abstracts
1966, 22(3-4), 668-669.

71

S

58-63.

j ournal of

Kvwn«nt a

l

P.

T „t,„-,

....

lg64>

^

Eriksen, C. W.
Individual difference i.
Journal of

^..nto^^^^^^ting.

Fitzgl b 0 n
e
and liagl0 M
a nd mem .
o ry f :; ?;cide°ntarL
;
material
;; r?;i P
;
Perceptual
and Mnto g_gk
s,
U1
1965,
a; 7^3-749.
French, J. tf. Ekstrom, R. B.
and Price L A
,
tests for costive factors.
J'
Educational Testing Service, 1963.

fJM=

1

r,

,

.

mlt™"'™'
««won,

:

Gardn
Lint -' Harri* B. and
>
d- *"control,
Spence %'
*t*?> °'
^pence,
D. P.
Cognitive
a study of individual
consist™
Cies^in cognitive behavior,

l^T'

,

i^^lll^.

W^C^

Gardner R. W. , Jackson, D. N. , and
Messick, S. J. Personality organization in cognitive controls and
intellectual abilities. L§X
Psycho^~
lSEifial_Issugs, I960 , 2 ('Whole no. 8).
Gardner, R. W. and Lon^ R. I.
Field articulation in recall.
logical Record 1961, 11, 305-3IO.

—

Psvcho.

,

Gollin, E. S. and Baron, A.
Response consistency in perception and
retention.
Journal of Experimen tal Psychology
1954,
259-262.
,

Gorman, B. S.
Field-dependence and visual maze learning.
and Motor Skills 1968, 22, 142.

^

Perceptu al

.

Gosset, J. T. An experimental demonstration of
Freudian repression
proper.
In B. A. Maher, Principles of psvchopathol nay,
New York:
McGraw-Hill, 196b.

Jackson,^.

Messick, S.
and Myers, C. T. Evaluation of group and
,
individual forms of embedded-figures measures of field-independence.
Educational and P sycholog i cal Measurement 1964,
24, 177-192.
N.

,

,

Johnson, D. M. The psychology of th ought and
Harper and Brothers, 1955
Karp, S. A.

j

udgement.

Field dependence and overcoming embeddedness.
Consulting Psychology , 1963, 22, 294-302.

New York:

Journal of

Konstadt, N. and Forma n, E.
Field dependence and external directedness.
*LgJ^Q^Lof_j^rsonalitv and Social Psychology, 1965, 1, 490-493.

72

MeSSl

^

a
ri
?° gnitiVe St ^le and »«*>ry for faces.
Journ;i of
Journal^o
^ and Social
f Abnormal
Psychol ogy,
1
,

mna

Ar

^

.

e

gUr0S

1964,1a,

disa

PP™e
A

tests (EFT and
study and its
ltS ™ni7
repl1 "

rui; as measures o/»
I*maintenance":
1k^a^mefsures
of "percept

cation.

Perceptual and

Mot. nr.

3 3 !3S:

sihtt^ 1968

,

^ 1%,

and M
W
Psychological differentiation and
percep
^t?*/;
tual defense: °T^'
studies of the separation
!?"
perception f™,
'

of

Osgood, C. S. Method and theory in^cpja^^
Oxford University Press, 1953.

Postman

1

New York'

L.

Short-term memory and incidental learning.
In A. A. Melton
NewYork: Academic Press,
" lF> " rning 1964,'P . I45I2OI

Riemer, H.
Relationship of cognitive style and reinforcement
learning
in counseling.
Dissertation Abstracts, 1968, 2£(l2-B) 5211.
Rudin, S. A.
Figure-ground differentiation under different perceptual
sets.
Perceptual and Motor Skills I968,
22, 71-77.
,

Scheerer

M.
Personality
of. Personality,, 1953,

Schimek, J. G.

functioning and cognitive psychology.

Journal

22, 1-16.

Cognitive style and defenses:

A longitudinal study of
Journal of Ab normal

mtellectualization and field-independence.
Psychology, 1968, 21, 575-5&0.

Solar, Diana, Davenport, G. , and Breuhl, D. Social compliance
as a
function of field-dependence. Perceptual
~~and Motor Skills. 1969
22, 299-306.

Spotts, I. V. and Mackler, B.
Relationships of field-dependent and fieldindependent cognitive styles to creative test performance.
Perceptual and Motor Skills T I967, 24, 259-268.

Thorndike, E. L. and Lorge, I. The teacher's word book of 30,000_words.
New York: Teacher's College, Columbia University, 1944.

Underwood, B. J.
559-573.

Attributes of memory.

Psychological Rev jew, I969, 2d,

73

sissss ™

Weiss, S. D.

i

Witkin, H. A

^^

Free word association and recall in
llty styi
p

Dyk

R.

B.,

inyi^'

-

Faterson, J. F.
differentiation
'

,

subW^

uri+v,

^

^

Goodenough, D. R. and Karp
New YorkI John
a

^

Zukmann, L. Hysteric compulsive factors in
perceptual organization.
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, New School
for Social Research,
_

APPENDICES

Appendix A

Stimulus Words

List 1

Neutral kfnv^
*1.
3«

5.
6.
8.
9.

Potentially Confli tful Words

Forest
2.

Vulgar

4.

Mother

7.

Filthy

10.

Punish

12.

Kisses

13*

Stupid

16.

Molest

18.

Damage

19.

Insult

20.

Choked

Center

Agency
Column

Autumn
Harbor

11.

Flower

14.

Planet

15.

Theory

17.

Carton

Order of Presentation
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Appendix B

Stimulus Words

List 2

Neutral Wnr^s
*1.
3.

Potentially Cnnflint.fnl

Warmth
2.

Caress

4.

Guilty

7.

Afraid

8.

Wicked

10.

Coward

11.

Hatred

13.

Attack

17.

Defect

18.

Fright

20.

Insane

Obtain
Bright

6.
9.

12.
14.

15 •
16.

19.

Comedy

Thread

Garage

Window
Mus eum

Grassy
Branch

"Order of Presentation
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Appendix C

Recognition Test Words

x.

ubtain

21.

Guilty

41.

Center

61.

Climax

Gloves

42.

Comedy

62.

Castle

23.

Injure

^3.

Hatred

63.

Charge

24.

Tennis

44.

Damage

64.

Writhe

25.

Galley

45.

Perils

65.

Cheats

26.

Muscle

Carton

66.

Afraid

27.

Choked

47.

Museum

67.

Carter

28.

Wicked

48.

Malign

68.

County

29.

Avoids

49.

Garage

69.

Defect

30.

Bureau

50.

Occupy

70.

Attack

31.

Column

51.

Punish

71.

Filthy

32.

Dismal

52.

Fierce

72.

Molest

33.

Kissed

53.

Coward

73.

Bright

lheory

34.

Attach

54.

Talent

74.

Pollen

15.

Grassy

35.

Deadly

55.

Forest

75.

Hidden

16.

Stupid

36.

Gamble

56.

Wonder

76.

Myself

17.

Farmer

37.

Planet

57.

Virgin

77.

Mother

18.

Branch

38.

Vulgar

58.

Feeble

78.

Flower

19.

Agents

39.

Insane

59.

Window

79.

Kisses

20.

Sorrow

40.

Warmth

60.

Invade

80.

Autumn

2.
31.

4.

Caress
Threat
Curses

Figure
S

O.
/•

Agency

Q

IT

O.

Q

1U.
I

Broken

"1

II •
12.
13.
14".

22.

-1

Harbor
bright

Affair
Insult

worthy
Humble

